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Abstract:
Britain is a post-genocidal state, although it (not surprisingly) has no official means for the memorialization of its colonial genocides. Britain cannot however be simply considered amnesiac about its genocidal past, which it has informally memorialized across various cultural genres. This article explores this observation through a case study of the ways in which the genocide of Indigenous Tasmanians has been remembered and indeed memorialized. Accounts of the genocide of Indigenous Tasmanians have been a consistent feature of British museum, literary and academic culture since the 1830s. As such British engagement with genocide in Tasmania offers an interesting example of how genocide can be incorporated into national narratives which rely on neither victimhood or denial. This is a particularly appropriate case study because Indigenous Tasmanians were universally represented as victims of a British 'extermination' in the metropole from the outset. Travellers wrote home with tales of violence from the 1820s, and Indigenous Tasmanian communities were constructed as a memory of the stone-age from this point onwards. The decline of the Indigenous population appeared in diverse media: in fine art, in parliament and in print, often as a means to celebrate British sophistication and humanity. This paper will offer an analysis of all of these colonial discourses, and argue that these enduring memories speak to a stable imperial identity in Britain which was, and continues to be, strengthened rather than undermined or disrupted by the allegation of genocide.
It is a common accusation that Britain does not acknowledge the crimes of its Empire; that Britons are therefore insufficiently aware of the violence and brutality with which the British Empire was constructed and sustained.
1 This despite widespread acknowledgement that such violence includes incidences of genocide. 2 At first glance it is difficult to disagree.
Certainly there appears to be very little public reflection in the British present on genocide in the British past. Notwithstanding Michael Rothberg's instruction that we see the connectedness of the memories of the Holocaust and colonial violence, 3 there seems little prospect of ubiquitous Holocaust memorialization encompassing sustained reflection on any other genocide any time soon, let alone one that occurred in the British world. Indeed in a controversial draft of the national curriculum for History in England published at the beginning of 2013, the government implicitly contrasted the 'unique evil' of the Holocaust with an Empire constructed simply as Britain's gift to the world. 4 It might therefore be assumed that to consider the manner in which one of those incidences of genocide from the imperial past, in Tasmania, has been memorialized in Britain would be to face silence. Certainly, if we look for formal memorialization or commemoration then that is indeed the case -you will find no physical memorials to destroyed communities from Tasmania or anywhere else in the former metropolitan centre of Empire. But there is more to memorialization than the performance of memory rituals or the deliberate effort to play homage to the dead. With regard to the destruction of Indigenous peoples and communities in Tasmania, what we can see is a kind of informal memorialization, which like the physical presence of gravestones or memorial sculptures, finds a didactic purpose for both the memory of the dead and an understanding of their destruction. Throughout and across many different genres of representation in British culture since the 1820s, Indigenous Tasmanians and importantly their (wholesale) destruction has been used to underpin a repeatedly articulated version of British identity that emphasizes British superiority. It is my contention here that this is a form of memorialization albeit one that is not often acknowledged.
It is therefore not the case that the atrocities of the Empire in Tasmania have not been remembered. This memorialization has often been submerged in British culture, but it can be found nonetheless. What is more it has been present since genocidal violence and then sustained cultural destruction was visited on Indigenous Tasmanians by representatives of the British state. What follows is therefore essentially a case study in the manner in which a perpetrator society can construct positive narratives about its role in a genocide.
What I uncover is not the denial of the genocidal impacts of British imperial expansion, which is perhaps the kind of inverse memorialization one might expect in a perpetrator state and society. Instead we find the incorporation of those genocidal impacts into a series of different narratives, all of which underscore positive articulations of British identity. I will try and demonstrate this by considering a number of different representations of Indigenous Tasmanians in British culture since the beginning of the nineteenth century, which use the memory of the dead for the purposes of the present.
The use of the term genocide in application to Tasmania, or anywhere in Australian history, is contested, and in fact would be disputed by scholars coming from a number of different ideological directions. 5 Time and space do not allow for an extended discussion of the utility or otherwise of the term here. It suffices to say that I find it appropriate for two main reasons which I will briefly explore.
First, and perhaps most importantly, from the 1820s onwards the British themselves identified the impact of their presence in what they called Van Diemen's Land in terms that we would understand as genocide. In Britain, the government certainly believed that settlers were engaged in the extermination of Indigenous peoples in the 1820s and into the 1830s.
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That sense endured across the rest of the century and in some ways up to the present day. In the article that follows then I will detail the importance of the self-identification as them are so similar and so consistently articulated suggests to me that these are more than just the unnoticed fragments of a conflict far, far away.
Narratives of destruction
The violence that contributed to genocide in Tasmania 1824, leading to war and the rapid depopulation of the Indigenous nations. 11 The violence in the colony was explained in the metropolitan centre of Empire using two complementary narratives which begin to show how the memory of genocide was used in Britain from the moment destruction began.
The first narrative proposed that the Indigenous community were engaged in an irrational and insatiable campaign of revenge. This was based on a reading of the Risdon Cove massacre, in which an indeterminate number of Indigenous people had been killed when first encountering the nascent colonial settlement in 1804. Although that incident had gone unnoticed in Britain at the time -by the 1820s it was appearing in the popular press as explanation for the developing violence in the colony now. 12 The second explanation for violence, again related to the Risdon Cove massacre, was that it was the result of purely settler savagery. According to this interpretation, the settlers had somehow deviated from the British imperial purpose, and embraced violence in the pursuit of colonial conquest. Diemen's Land, eventually to the outlying Flinders Island. 19 Such action was again supported by the narrative that this was the best manner in which the Indigenous population might be protected -with obvious undertones regarding the protective arm of the British Empire. 20 By 1847 there were fewer than 50 Indigenous Tasmanians alive on Flinders
Island and the community was sent back to the Tasmanian mainland. When William Lanne, the 'last' Indigenous Tasmanian man, and Truganini, the 'last' Indigenous Tasmanian women died in 1869 and 1876 respectively the entire Indigenous population of Tasmania was declared extinct.
A Dying race?
As well as the idea that the British might protect the Indigenous population from violence,
another narrative was emerging in the mid-1830s -namely that, whatever the efforts of the British, the Indigenous population were inevitably bound for extinction. This was another example of memorialization of the dead in a hymn of self worship. Such a narrative could be found in diverse cultural genres. Take the example of emigration propaganda, designed from the beginning of the 1820s to entice migrants to the new world. The sunlit colonial future that emigrants were promised, did not include the Indigenous population. Where they were represented, Indigenous Tasmanians were constructed as a people without culture. 21 Grotesque racial characterizations of the 'inferior' Tasmanian abounded. 22 Such images of the Indigenous population might have raised alarm, or been off putting to potential migrants, as might the universal view that the Indigenous Tasmanians were (after Risdon) implacably hostile to their 'new neighbours'. Yet such concerns could be set aside, because the idea that the population was 'rapidly diminishing' abounded too. 23 These were a people Glover's paintings amounted to a public discussion of the 'extirpation' of Indigenous Tasmanians in London. 27 Crucially, these representations of the Indigenous population of the island as past, as a memory, were being displayed in the centre of Empire at the same time that their removal from Van Diemen's Land was being completed. The idea that Tasmanians were somehow a dying race is commonly identified as the mechanism by which the destructiveness of European colonialism was rationalized as the century wore on. 28 John Glover's shadowed Indigenous Tasmanians show that such rhetoric was important for understanding and justifying the ethnic cleansing of Van Diemen's Land as it was being enacted too. Thus, such ideas did not just rationalize the memory of genocide, but helped explain genocide to its contemporaries.
By the 1840s the image of the decline of Tasmanians and other Indigenous communities in British culture had hardened significantly. The radical James Roebuck wrote unapologetically in his The Colonies of England in 1849 that:
for the sum of human enjoyment to be derived from this globe which God has given us, it is requisite for us to pass over the original tribes that we find existing in the separate lands which we colonise … When the European comes into contact with any other type of man, the other type disappears … Let us not shade our eyes and pretend not to see this result. 29 This new, harsher, discourse was also adopted by figures who have been subsequently adopted into the English literary canon. Samuel Sidney and Charles Dickens led the way at the end of the 1840s into the 1850s. Sidney produced a number of influential works on Australia, and wrote regularly on the subject for Dickens' periodical Household Words in which he was scathing about the 'inferiority' of Indigenous culture, and especially the idea that settlers should face judicial investigation for violence against Indigenous peoples. After all there was little in the discourse of humanitarianism that suggested the possibility of an enduring Indigenous culture. As The Times leader writer wrote in November 1851, the Australian colonies now 'offered the spectacle of savage man cowed and overawed by the influences of a civilization which he can neither comprehend nor resist, and awaiting in harmless and listless inaction that speedy extinction to which some untraceable cause has doomed him'. Tasmanian community and culture, he also conformed to a vision that it had simply been swept away by the might of the British Empire -the 'laughing' children of nature were no match for industrial man. 'We came on them as evil genii' Bonwick wrote, and 'blasted them with the breath of our presence'. 41 It was common for even those critical of the Empire and its impact on Indigenous communities to seek refuge in such imagery with which the likes of Dickens and Trollope would have also been comfortable. 'English speaking men are destined to cover the planet' wrote The Times in 1869, 'squeezing other races out of existence … the aboriginal Tasmanians have actually vanished'. 42 As such the celebration of the might of the Empire, and mourning for its impacts became melded together. 43 The reception of Bonwick's book suggests that the wider reading public may not have shared his angst at the destruction of Indigenous Tasmanian society. More often than not Bonwick's work was received as a kind of extended colonial curiosity, the literary equivalent of the bones on display in various museums. And the story told in this 'curious work' was certainly understood to conform precisely to the received narrative of Tasmanian extinction or 'the pathetic story of their attempted civilization and the gradual extinction of their race'. 44 As such Bonwick was understood to be confirming the wider critique of Australia as a deviant society that strayed from the British purpose in the world -as the
Morning Post conceded 'it was a great misfortune to the aborigines of … Van Diemen's
Land that the men who came to settle among them were chiefly of a class expatriated for their offences against the laws of this country.' 45 The impact (and intention) of such rhetoric was to protect the colonial ideal itself and Bonwick's repetition of this well-worn narrative was thus considered little more than a footnote to the more significant history of British expansion. As one reviewer noted of a later edition, Bonwick's was a history of the 'saddest episode in the civilization of the pacific coasts' but a little too large for the 'relative importance of the story to the vast congress of the British Empire'.
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Remembering genocide and the idea of race
Bonwick's understanding of Indigenous Tasmanians as a relic from a lost past reflected their position within race science too, especially within the prominent and indeed existential debate on the origins of the human race. In these debates, the Indigenous community of Van Diemen's Land, that had by 1870 been all but destroyed, were frequently portrayed as having been survivors from previous era, often literally as an example of stone-age man.
These assumptions were also popularized in British museum displays, sometimes up to the present day. Crucially, the idea that Tasmanians had been exterminated, in other words that there had been genocide, was central to this discourse.
Coming from the abolitionist discourse that insisted on the common roots of all mankind, evolutionary biology and anthropology contributed to a vision of man progressing to civilization in the latter half of the nineteenth century -and of course Europeans were placed at the apex of this vision of development. It was claimed that the 'lower' races, like Indigenous Tasmanians, were peoples without culture who had been lost to development.
According to John Lubbock, an associate of Charles Darwin's, to study Indigenous Tasmanians was to have access to a primitive society and therefore to 'penetrate some of the mist which separates the past from the future'. 47 While men like Lubbock believed that in Indigenous society they were seeing a version of themselves in the past, a glimpse of the 'drift and cave men' of Europe, 48 there was an alternative discourse that denied the common root of mankind. The Natural History Museum in particular had an important cultural presence. Its acquisition of human remains was reported in the press, 54 and it commanded over 400,000
visitors a year. 55 The myth of extinction
The idea that Indigenous Tasmanians had been completely destroyed was also central to this discourse. This is a particularly tenacious myth. In the late 1970s for example Tom Haydon and Rhys Jones controversial film about Truganini, The Last Tasmanian, was broadcast on British Television. 59 The film was contemporarily controversial in Tasmania because it implied that Truganini had literally been the 'Last' Tasmanian, and as such denied the aboriginality of the contemporary Tasmanian Aboriginal Community. In Britain, such a discourse was absent. One letter writer to the Radio Times described his reaction: 'I am ashamed to be British and Christian. In comparative terms it [The Last Tasmanian] made
Hitler's extermination programme seem small-time as the entire Aboriginal population was annihilated in the most despicable way'. Newspapers, television and radio would continue to repeat the idea that in Tasmania, under the British flag, 'the colonists went on manhunting safaris till there were no Tasmanian's left'. 60 Examples which rely on the idea of complete extermination can be found up to the beginning of the twenty-first century too. Ian
Hernon labelled the 'Black War' one of Britain's Forgotten Wars in a narrative which ended 'in barely seventy years an entire race has been driven to extinction. It is a stain which has never been removed from the banners of the British Empire'. 61 The idea of total extermination relied on and articulated an understanding of race as a fixed, immutable and biological characteristic that allowed it to ignore the presence of an enduring 'Aboriginal' community in Tasmania. The presence of such communities was not unknown in Britain, they were regularly reported in the British press or in travel accounts of Tasmania. 62 But because they were mixed race and as such not regarded as (to use the contemporary parlance) 'full blooded' they were not allowed to disrupt the idea that all Tasmanian Aborigines had been destroyed. After all, as well as articulating a biological understanding of race, the myth of complete extermination also spoke to the sheer extent of British power. It was in that sense part of the discourse that continued to deny the right of Indigenous communities to exist.
The idea of Aboriginal extinction was a common trope of accounts of Tasmania in travel literature in the first half of the twentieth century. The absence of Tasmania's Indigenous population was routinely referenced in these travelogues -as if it somehow added to the exotic allure of this remote location. 63 Yet if racial conflict was a way of confirming the otherness of Tasmania, the absence of Indigenous Tasmanians was also used to suggest the similarities between Tasmania and England and as such the completeness of the colonial victory over the Tasmanian wilderness. George Porter's Wanderings in Tasmania reflected for example on the success with which the colonists had transplanted English culture, at the same time as marvelling at the 'careless' extermination of the 'amazingly primitive and pathetic' Tasmanians. Again the idea of extermination was used to construct a sense of racial hierarchy -one culture had been destroyed, while another had successfully transplanted itself to the other side of the world. 64 Nearly 150 years later Jeremy Paxman wrote very similarly that Indigenous Tasmanians had disappeared after a 'trial of strength with citizens of the most technologically advanced nation on earth'. 65 The myth of extinction was also important for another discourse that came from an alternative political direction to much of the material I have surveyed, in the sense that it was overtly critical of British imperialism. There has been a consistent strain of anti-imperial politics and scholarship in Britain which has used genocide in Tasmania 
Remembering genocide and the return of human remains
Recently the idea of extermination combined with a memorial lament for the lost Tasmanians, has been crucial to debates over the return of human remains and Tasmanian cultural property from British museums. Both genocide, and particularly the idea of complete extermination, was used to construct a narrative of superiority within these discussions by some members of the British museum community.
Since the mid-1970s the Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre has campaigned for remains stolen from Indigenous graves in the 19 th century to be returned. This was a process that began in relation to remains held in Tasmania itself, and then spread to the rest of the world. The remains held in UK institutions have been subject to requests to return since the mid-1980s.
The most symbolic of these was the demand for the return of 'King Billy's Skull' from the University of Edinburgh -which was successfully negotiated in 1991. The most recent, the Yet further consideration of the discourses surrounding these issues suggest that
British connections with its genocidal past were not being fully confronted or overcome at all in these debates. In fact the degree to which some articulations of identity remain anchored in a rather familiar colonial discourse is striking, as is the degree to which they are reliant on the memory of genocide in Tasmania. I think you should also remember that in the future, future generations both of ourselves and Indigenous communities may well look back if all this material has all disappeared and wonder what has happened to their history. They'll want to be , as they're hopefully given greater access to education and the wealth that goes with development then they will want to see this preserved in the same way as … that we enjoy discovering about our pasts through television programmes and going to museums.
Such claims were suffused with assumptions that would not have been out of place in the original colonial exploitation of Van Diemen's Land. Foley not only represented western science as the natural outcome of human progress, but assumed that all other peoples will 'through development' become, in effect, like 'us'. As such the (self-declared) scientific perspective on the return of remains was an argument for an ongoing colonization.
It is not just in these progress-laden assumptions that arguments in favour of retention appeared to reflect colonial positions, which in turn indicate the endurance of some nineteenth-century assumptions. Debates about the return of Tasmanian remains in the UK have also consistently returned to the idea that Indigenous Tasmanians had been entirely destroyed. It was present in the University of Edinburgh's discussions around King Billy's Skull, 76 and was invariably a part of later debates around return in the public sphere too.
Again Robert Foley argued the University of Cambridge was unable to return any of its three Tasmanian skulls because there was no genetic community to which they could be returned: 'the Tasmanians no longer exist, and can have no descendants'. 77 A group of UK museums also raised the idea of extermination as a practical barrier to return in their submission to the government working group of the early 2000s:
A further problem has been the possible lack of mandate vested in those individuals representing repatriation. In particular, to remove particular genotypes from the possibility of scientific investigation is akin to a form of racism if not genocide, because those genotypes would be excluded from important ways in which we may continue to investigate or define our species.
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Such claims operated an entirely biological or genetic understanding of the idea of race, and as such suggest that the death of race science may have been somewhat exaggerated. 79 In fact the Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre characterized such sentiments as reminiscent of the Nazi era. 80 They are certainly a clear example of the relationship between the idea of total extermination and enduring dispossession.
In another response to the government consultation on repatriation, it was claimed that although the circumstances of the collection of remains were unacceptable, we should acknowledge and indeed celebrate that such material was saved: 'had our predecessors not been so inquisitive and so organised, then this material … would have been lost forever'. It is also difficult to escape the conclusion that such statements implied the same wonder at the apparent power that the idea of extermination bestowed on the colonists themselves:
the extermination of the Aboriginal Tasmanians (genocide) is an appalling crime and amongst the worst atrocities of colonialism. Ironically, in this case, the facts render demands for the repatriation of remains of Tasmanian origin empty. Strictly speaking the Tasmanians were a geographical isolate and have no descendants to claim their relatives.
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The logic of such claims was clear -'we' (that is the western scientists) won the right to control of these remains through 'our' wholesale destruction of the Indigenous community.
Human remains were in that sense memorials to 'our' triumph.
Conclusion
In conclusion -those commentators that assert Britain is amnesiac of the violence of its colonial past are of course partially correct. Despite the ritualistic references to extermination that have been reviewed here, it would be difficult to argue that genocide in Tasmania (or anywhere else in the British world) is prominent in popular consciousness.
But the endurance of that discourse of extermination, suggests it would also be wrong to argue that genocide is entirely absent too -the eruptions into public discourse reviewed above are too regular and too uniform. In fact they reflect a sense of significance that has become embedded in some articulations of British identity which seem to use genocide as evidence of superiority and which still give voice to the assumptions about Indigenous inferiority that underpinned the desire to, at the very least, expunge Tasmanian culture from the face of the earth in the first instance.
Although there is no physical memorial to those people and cultures destroyed by the British Empire, and no formal memorial rites are practised for them in Britain, it is simply not the case that there has been no memorialization. In a series of memorial laments across different cultural genres, the memory of Indigenous Tasmanians and particularly their destruction has been utilised in the construction of a particular version of being British. This is not an identity that either avoids or denies the destructiveness of the British Empire in Van Diemen's Land but embraces it. In Holocaust studies we are familiar with the idea of efforts to 'master' or make 'usable' the past. The manner in which Britons have been invited to remember genocide in Tasmania is, it seems to me, truly an example of the 
